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1. Applicant's arguments filed on 07/1 1/06, in light of applicant's amendment, have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant's added language does not overcome 
rejection of record based on Ting, which accordingly still applies, explained as follows. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 14 and 27 are again rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Ting et al New claim 29 is also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ting et 
al. 

The scaling system of Ting (noting particularly Figs. 1, 2 and 6) involves outputting a 
video signal (e.g. video production editing: col. 1 lines 15-17) by converting image data from 
memory comprising a frame (e.g. col. 4 lines 47-51; col. 1 1 lines 1-5; Fig. 6 steps 600 and 610). 
A magnification stage 250 (Fig. 2) alters the size of the input image 100, and a controller 
(internal to computer which executes instructions by software: col 14 lines 27-36; controlled 
steps listed in col. 1 1 line 6 - col. 12 line 2) with stage 210, controls whether or not 
magnification should be carried out according to the type of image signal applied to stage 250 
(e.g. col. 1 line 60 - col. 2 line 22). 
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Applicant now recites the inclusion of "an image obtaining unit (or a step therefor) which 
obtains an input data from an image pickup unit when the input image data input is a natural 
image, " and argues that Ting decides to scale on the basis of the type of target (subject) pixel. 

The examiner first notes that Ting points out that he can scale both natural and artificial 
imagery which originate from a natural image source and a graphical image source, respectively, 
noting again text in col 2 lines 45-57. In that text Ting states that artificial imagery is computer 
created, and that natural imagery is supplied by a digital camera. Since these data types are 
made available to his scaling system, then one of ordinary skill in the art must recognize that the 
sources of the imagery must be (or at least have been) operationally associated with his scaling 
system. The scaling system input stage is the claimed image obtaining unit. Applicant's claims 
do not go further than reciting an association between an output device, an image obtaining unit, 
and control unit. Real time processing or source switching is not recited or required to be 
inferred. The claims merely require that the image obtaining unit obtains input data from an 
input pickup unit. How or when it gets there is not recited. 

Addressing applicant's second point, he argues that Ting decides to scale on the basis of 
the type of target (subject) pixel argument. Applicant's claims say that the magnification 
(scaling) is done in accordance with types of the image data input. Noting again col. 2 lines 45- 
57 of Ting, Ting states that in order to produce the best (interpolation) results, the interpolation 
function should be selected based on the type of image being interpolated (the context related to 
the language regarding natural and artificial imagery). Since Ting provides imagery from both 
graphical sources and camera (natural) sources, his decision making, based on the target the 
target (subject) pixel type, must be in response to the source from it was obtained. The scaling 
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decision is indeed in accordance with the types of image data input by identifying the type of 
target pixel to which it corresponds. 

Claims 1,14 and 27 accordingly stand rejected. 

As for new claim 29, the examiner presents the same argument as to claims 1,14 and 27 
above. Since Ting obtains imagery from both natural and artificial sources, the claimed graphic 
image is accounted for (again noting col. 2 lines 45-57 of Ting). That graphics imagery is 
required to be communicated to the scaling system (more specifically the image obtaining unit 
stage) in some manner, since the scaling system of course has obtained that data for processing. 

(It is further noted that applicant argues that claim 29 involves an image pickup unit, but 
such is not claimed). 

3. The dependent claims stand rejected based on their respective dependencies, as explained 
in the last Office action and repeated below. 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5-7 and 18-20 are now rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ting et al. 
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As for claims 5 and 18, Ting applies different respective magnification processes to 
natural imagery and graphics imagery (e.g. col. 2 lines 45-57), which is a selective process (Fig. 
6 step 640; col 1 1 lines 35-55), which can be refined (col. 7 lines 8-22). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow the 
user to manipulate the different types of images in a manner that effects one more than the other, 
moreover such that the size of natural image may be altered and the graphic (artificial) is not, or 
vice versa, so decided by the user. 

As for claims 6 and 19, Ting also accounts for the situation where the two types of 
imagers may overlap (col. 5 lines 48-50). As discussed above, since the different imagery is 
scale-processed in different ways, it would have been obvious to manipulate the different types 
in a manner that effects one more than the other, moreover such that the size of natural image 
may be altered and the graphic (artificial) is not, or vice versa, as decided by the user. 

Regarding claims 7 and 20, it would have been obvious (if not inevitable) to have the 
condition where the size of the desired output imagery would be the same as the size of the input 
imagery, which would bypass the need to scale the input (so prompted by the detection of the 
input frame of image data). 

5. Claims 9, 17 and 21-23 remain allowable over the prior art. 



6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Victor R. Kostak whose telephone number is (571) 272-7348. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 6:30am-3:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David W. Ometz can be reached on (571) 272-7593. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Any response to this final action should be mailed to: 

Box AF 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
Or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 



Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Customer Service Office whose telephone number is (703) 308-HELP. 

Victor R. Kostak 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2622 
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